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affair ? How could Hastings or his friends tell that Nun-
comar might not have documents clearly proving that the
transaction was a thoroughly genuine one, that he might r
not e.g. have a receipt for the jewels referred to in the
bond, correspondence about them, and in particular the
original of some such document as the Karar-nama wliich
Kissen Juan Doss said he had seen and on which Impey
remarked that if the jury thought it had ever existed it
would be the height of injustice not to acquit the
prisoner ?

1 To rush prematurely into such a prosecution would
be to court defeat and disgrace. Yet it is supposed
that upon some vague suggestion that Nuncomar had
committed some forgery which affected Mohun Persaud,
Hastings and his friends, who could know nothing of the
details, " suborned" him (whatever that may mean) toT
prosecute.

It may be asked whether Mohun Persaud in carrying

1 These considerations were forcibly impressed upon my mind by a
case which it was my duty to try as these sheets were being printed. It
was the case of R. v. Thomas and others for forging the will of James
Whalley, tried at the Central Criminal Court November 24th-29th, and
December 1st and 2nd, 1884. An accomplice and one of the persons
afterwards convicted made statements to the solicitor for the prosecution,
minutely describing the part they had taken in the crime. He did not
act upon them, nor would any prudent man, I might say any man in
his senses, have done so until they had been corroborated by all sorts of
collateral evidence in a way which showed that their authors, bad as they
were, had on that matter told the truth. It was shown by elaborate
examination that the will itself bore marks of fraud, and that its pro-
visions were inconsistent with letters written and acts done by the
testator before, at, and after its alleged execution. The collection of this
evidence was a matter of months, and no one would have been capable
of collecting or even understanding it who had not mastered the details
of more than a year's previous litigation which had ended in a com-
promise subsequently set aside. Prosecutions of this sort grow from
deep roots.